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REMARKS 

- ? - 3 ig in this Application. No n itteris 

H:x 1 1 i ^ o LvMoiu ^ rwo v >. ! T e-ucstcd 

I. Q&m i • om-35VS C § 103 

The Office Action rejected claims 11-15, 30-33, 37-38, ant! 4] -46 under 35 U.S.C. | 
103(a) as being unpatentable o 1 7 7 • o N.islnhara I 3 6.522.902), 

in view of Koenck {US 2004/001.8851), and further in view of Andrieu (US 5.336,568); and 
tweeted claims 39 and 47-50 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Olson in view 
of Nsshibara, Koenck, Andrieu, and further in view of Choo (US 6,452,362). Applicants 
specttldlyti ers e ejections, as follows. 

Hie Applicants disclose a novel and unobvious approach for extending battery life in an 
electronic device having a first battery and a second battery. This is achieved by first: 
determining whether a voltage differential exists between the first battery and the second battery. 
If no voltage differential exists between the first and second batteries, a determination is then 
i u ^ -> 1 e r the t^ 1 ~1 ed on the 

open g e dete led whether to operate each of the first and second batteries in a 
pulse current discharge mode or to continuously couple the first and second battenes to the 
device. 

A. Claim 30 

The above concept Is captured in claim 30, which recites, inter alia, "a power 
m Hi sgemeni module configured to determine whether the processor is operating in the traffic 
state or the idle state, and, based on the operating state of the processor, the power management 
module being further configured to determine whether to operate each of the first and second 
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' ' ries in pu s« jr. r* discharge mode or to eenumiousiy couple the first and second 

* f 1 " f. C v."0 s i j * 

operate each of the first and second \ aries in the pulse current discharge mode ... when the 
wireless communications device is in the traffic stale." 

Irs rejecting claim 30, the Examiner acknowledges that Olson, Nichihara. and Koenck fail 
to disclose a power management module configured to determine whether the processor is 
i > i - > ' i h< ^ - ;-r 1 v o ( ?t the operating state of the processor., 

m operate each of the first and second batteries in a pulse current 
discharge mode or to continuously couple the first an.i $ c - me s ? tl t icess 
wherein the power management module is further configured to operate each of the first and 
second batteries in the pulse current discharge mode ... when the wireless communications 
device is in the traffic state, as recited in amended claim 30. The Examiner, however, at pages 
11-12 of the Office Action, relies on Andrieu for this feature. Specifically, the Examiner asserts 
that "Andrieu teaches a wireless communication device ... wherein operating each of the first 
and second batteries m series connected mode is operating each of the first and second barreries 
in a pulse current discharge oioax > r , s j \< <v i o. ,t >r 

of Olson, Nishihara, and Koenck suggests that a heavy current is needed for operation on traffic 
state and operation of a series connected dual battery during traffic state, ... and because Andrieu 
suggests that a dual battery system should be operated in a pulse discharge mode during heavy 
current requirement/" it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the ait at ihe time 
die i ^ ! , i * i ^.c t i 1 2s > -> ! N - I \ aaeu n 

order to satisfy the heavy current requirement during traffic operation." The Applicants 
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i 5 cM< < f i co n 

the references is erroneous because there 'is: no- motivation in Andrieu to implement the pulse 
j en ! is recited in clain 

The Examiner points to col. 2 5 lines 25-27, and col. 5, lines 5-6, of Andrieu when 
is v discharge mode of Andrieu instead of the series 

connected mode of Nishihara during a traffic state. These sections of Andrieu, however, do not 
suggest that it is preferable to use pulse current discharge mode during the traffic state, Andrieu 
merely describes how overlapping the intervals of time during which the battery cells, are 
connected to the load avoids interruptions m power supply and, thus, avoids the use of a large 
capacitor during heavy current applications. One of ordinary skill in the art would not be 
motivated to replace Nishihara's series connected mode wife Andrieu 5 s overlapping pulse mode 
because the series connected mode inherently provides an uninterrupted continuous supply and 
does not require the use of a capacitor to maintain a continuous power supply to the load during 
K " - ions Ir view of Andrieu's disclosure, those skilled in the art may just as 

likely choose to implement Andrieu's pulse mode during the idle state, which is the opposite of 
what is claimed. 

Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner fails to provide any 
reasonable explanation as to how any motivation exists to combine the references. The 

ereh cites piecen t c - ep.no < n, provides a cone! 

summation staring that the proposed modifications would nave been obvious to one of skill in the 
art. 

The Federal Circuit has consistently held feat 

vimmU} aii [inwrnimmj ate combm&tiom oj & 

Therefore an examiner may often find every element of a claimed 
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invention in the prior art. If identification of each ciah>. ed 
element in the prior art were sufficient to negate patentability, 
very few patents would ever issue, Furthermore, rejecting patents 
v el"j hs finding srio a t corollaries kn the clan <- ; ^ i 
would permit an examiner to use the claimed: invention itself as a 

enis i the prior a; to defeat tl 
patentability of the claimed invention. Such an approach would 

i and i ropriate process > 

ability.' 

In re Rouffet, 149 F.3d 1350, 1357, 47 U.S.P.Q.2d 1453 (Fed. Cir. 1998) 

s > 1 

As such, even if the prior art did disclose the recited subject matter (not admitted), the 
Examiner's piecemeal comparison of elements in the prior art with elements recited by the 
claims fails to meet the requirements of 35 U S.C. § 103 without any prop-; expsa nation of a 
rationale in the cited references to motivate one to make the proposed combination. 

As discussed above, the Examiner's rationale in combining the references is based on an 
erroneous interpretation of Andrieu. Accordingly, the Examiner's argument is factually 
incorrect, and further fails to explain the existence, based on factual evidence, of any motivation 
for the proposed combination. 

Furthermore, the Applicants respectfully submit that none of the cited references disclose 
pr suggest a power management module configured to determine whether the processor is 
operating in the traffic state or the idle state, and, bused on the operating state of the processor, 
; « mine whethes to operate each of the first and second batteries in & pulse current 
targe made or to continuously couple the first and second batteries to the processor, as 
recited in claim 30, 

Olson discloses a power supph i witching mechanisn ( 1 < ery and 

a second battery to charge a load. Olson discloses a power controller 108 that controls the power 
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delivered to the satteries >y openin - < s 5 5 ai c 06 * i i 

„ ... ^ ~ <= V and V\). C 1 

108 may close the switches 103 and 106 so that the power is delivered from both batteries at the 
same time. See col. 5, lines 29-37 of Olson. However, there is fid suggestion anywhere in Olson 
that the power controller 108 determines based en the state (standby or active) of the load 
i . ' seh of the first and second batteries in a puke currea • >node er 

le the fint and second batteries to the load, as expressly required by claim 
30. Olson merely varies the amount of time that the controlled power switches discharge the 
■battery into the load by altering the pulse width of control signals V' P and V N . See col. 9. lines 
58-67 and col. 10, lines 1-47. Accordingly, Olson, fails to disclose or suggest a power 
management module, as recited in claim 30. 

Nishihara merely discloses a batten' pack including a control mechanism that switches 
the connection of two batteries from parallel to series during a talk mode, and from series to 
parallel during non-talk mode. However, there is no mention whatsoever in Nishihara of a pulse 
current discharge mode. Thus, the batten pack of Nishihara is not configured to determine 
based on the state (talk or non-talk) of a device whether to operate each of the first and second 
discharge mode or to continuously couple the Jh->i and v< 
es to the device, as expressly reqi clah Accordingly, Nishiha i > * <. 

or in combination with Olson, fails to disclose or suggest at least a power management module, 
as recited in claim 30. 

h > ^ - s ' a current usage of a conr< ^ 1 

mode d an op g c wevei sre is no men m hem in Koenck x 
current discharge mode. Thus, the control processor of Koenck is not configured to determine 
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based on the state (idle mode or operating mode) of a device whether to operate each of the first 
and second batteries in a pulse current discharge made or to continuously couple the first and 
- ex >res c ec by claim 30. Accordingly, Koenck fails to 
gest at mst a power mm&'i ne c d ids 

, . v, ^ i L i I 1 vo ! \l ! i > vet i t v et h ma 

pulsed mode via a pulse train generator. However, there is no suggestion anywhere in Andrieu 
th it the pi hi - k >pcrate each 

i ' pulse current discharge mode or to » 
thi fir<t and a Uonvo/o nm x ? com-- ^ e; <-^\ .Lit > -u feeo omrel) 

applies a pulse train to the cells. Accordingly, Andrieu fails to disclose or suggest a power 
management module, as recited in claim 30. 

Secondary reference Choc is not relied upon in the rejections of the aforementioned 
features recited in claim 30. Moreover, Choo fails to disclose or suggest a power management 
module, as recited in claim 30. 

To reject daims in an application under § 103. the Examiner must establish & prima facie 
case os s e s i a fuck se of ob ss is ! e h a sh ■. ire. 

basic criteria. First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references 
11 cn J e t ^ i 1 1 U s - 5 ! i i icy 

the reference or to combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation 
of success. Finally, the prior sxt reference (or references when combined } most teach or suggest 
ad the c rim in stations See MFEP 2fe J The tea; ■ ng ot suggest o t < make if; e t a i c 
combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be found in the prior art and 
not based on Applicants' disclosure. See In re Vmck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 U8?Q2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 
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1991). Here, the Examiner has failed to meet all of the three criteria required for a prima facie 
ease of obviousness. Specifically, the Examiner { 1 ) failed to present am documentary evidence 
f motivatioi i, Nisi '< k. And Choo, or ns -> 1 

\ liable to J \! i I e u Os t mb i 

(2) the Examiner tailed to show how the proposed modification of Olson has a reasonable 
expectation v k . <, fed to show thai the >. ^eestetch 

or suggest all the claim limitations (e.g., a power management module configured to determine 
whether the processor is operating in the traffic state o' he id«e s v ><o he operating 
state of the processor, detennine whether to operate each of the first and second batteries in a 
pulse current discharge mode or to continuously couple the first and second batteries to the 
processor, as recited in claim 30.). As such, the Examiner has failed to establish a proper prima 
facie case of obviousness under 35 ILS.C. f .103. 
B. Claims 11 sad 41 

For reasons similar to presented with regard to claim 30, the Applicants respectfully 
submit that the Examiner has failed to establish a proper prima facie case of obviousness with 
regard to claims 11 and 41. Claim 11 recites, inter alia, "means for determining a current 
required^ v , , t g, based On the required current, whether to operate 

each of the first and second batteries in. a pulse current discharge mode or to continuously couple 
the first and second batteries to the load." And claim 41 recites, inter alia, "a power 

aii! m > 1 > the 

required current, the power management module being further configured to determine whether 
io operate each of the first and second batteries in a pulse current discharge mode or to 
continuously couple the first and second batteries to the load." 
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IL Conclusion 

In accordance with the above remarks, the Applicants respectfully submit that claims 1 1 , 
30. siid I dcfivc [Ml- 1 Hnjcct matter. Claims 12-15, 31-33, 3.-3<*. and 42-50 depend from 
claims 11> 30, and 41. respeetneU avd ierc-fo~c ; m*ct matter, as well 

ts foi the adt ss recited the £ n 

v o v brego i i c >ectfully submitted that this applic tio j i < 
tor allowance. Favorable reconsideration and prompt allowance of claims 1 1-15, 30-33, 37-39, 
and 41-50 are earnestly solicited. 

Should the Examiner believe that anything further- would be desirable in order to place 
this application in even better condition for allowance, the Examiner is requested to contact the 
. v a i t „ i set ^ n elov 

Please charge any fe f mtstb y be due with this respc o Deposit 

Account Mo. 17-0026. 



Qualcomm, Inc. 

5775 Morehouse Drive 

San Diego, California 921 21-1714 

Telephone: (858) 658-2752 

Facsimile: (858) 658-2502 



Respect foils 5Uhrc ; 



Dated; 



By: 



Eric Ho, Reg. No. 39,711 
Tel. No. (858) 658-2752 
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